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Foreword

What is successful leadership and why are some leaders more suc-
cessful than others? Searching for the answer, Licutenant Colonel
Jon Blades, US Army—an expericnced troop commander and
scholar of leadership theory—has studied the performance of
Army leaders and units for most of his carcer. This book reflects
both his experience and extensive rescarch.

Literature on the subject of leadership contains divergent con-
clusions about how style, intelligence. ability, motivation, cohe-
sion, and standards affect unit performance. Colonel Blades con-
firms the value of cach of these clements and then explains the
relationships among them. Most important, he presents practical
rules lcaders might apply in varying situations to improve the mis-
sion performance of their units.

It is appropriate that Colonel Blades wrote his findings during
1985, the Army’s “Year of Leadership.”™ The National Defense
University is pleased to publish this contribution to the art of
leadership.

ot DS

Richard D. Lawrence
Licutenant General, US Army
President, National Defense University
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Preface

This book presents an original set of leadership “rules” or princi-
ples that can be used to improve unit performance in any specific
group situation and at all organizational levels. The 10 “rules™ de-
scribe the influence which leadership style, leader enforcement of
performance standards, group member intelligence, group member
ability, leader intelligence, leader ability, group member motiva-
tion, leader motivition, and group cohesion have on unit
performance.

Basically, the evidence establishes very clearly that (1) the
nondirective and directive leadership styles are cach very effective
ways to improve unit performance in certain situations but are poor
choices to use in others; (2) high levels of enforcement of perform-
ance standards, intelligence, ability, motivation, and cohesion will
increase unit performance in some situations but will not influence
the outcome in others; and (3) low levels of these factors will de-
crease unit performance in certain situations but will not affect the
outcome in others. In other words, the effect each of these factors
has on performance is not constant but, rather, varies from one sit-
uation to the next. The key premise is that the amount of influence
each of these factors has on performance depends upon the pres-
ence or absence of certain other factors in the group situation. For
each rule in this book, statistical evidence in the form of data col-
lected from 49 US Army units is presented in support. The summary
chapter integrates the separate rules and presents recommended
courses of action for the leader to take in order to usec the rules
properly in whatever particular group situation is encountered.

Xvii



xviii Preface

In a secondary role, additional material is presented which de-
scribes actions that leaders can take to raise the level of several im-
portant group qualities such as motivation, ability, and cohesion.
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Introduction by
Walter F. Ulmer, Jr.

There appears to be within America a resurgence of interest in the
study and application of “‘leadership.” Stung by the success of for-
eign companies in the US marketplace, aware that up-to-date tech-
nology is essential but yet not the tonic that ensures excellent
corporate results, and excited by stories of organizational success
stemming from executive vision and competence, Americans in
many sectors have rediscovered the importance of leadership.
While the military’s enthusiasm for the subject has never really
waned, its approach to leadership has wandered. been diffused and
refocused, exuded confidence in or scorn for useful behavioral
models, and debated the “born™ versus “learned” theses.

Among nearly all students of the process and practice of lead-
ership in recent years, the importance of varying the style to fit the
specific situation has been recognized. Descriptors of differing
“situations” have included maturity of the group, echelon within
the organization, constraints of time and resources, effectiveness
of the organization, and background of leaders and followers. But
somehow we have missed the mark in developing a useful model
which translates differing situational variables into a reasonably re-
liable prescription for leader action. One of the main reasons for
the erratic responses and frequent disillusionment with leadership

Licutenant General (Retired) Walter F. Ulmer, Jr.., US Army. is the
President, The Center for Creative Leadership. Greensboro, North
Carolina.

xxi



xxii Introduction

models may be their relative disregard for two key ingredients in
the leadership effectiveness formula: the skill and the motivation
of both the leaders and followers. While situational settings are of-
ten described with care (the conference room or the tank gunnery
range); and some leader attributes are routinely noted (age. cxperi-
ence, education); and the values and culture of the organization are
mentioned as contributing to expectations and standards, we com-
monly find a lack of attention paid to group skill and motivation
characteristics. These factors are assumed to be there or, perhaps,
are considered as being in the “too hard” box. We may be a bit
fearful of dissecting and revealing intellect and motivation. Surely
in a perfect organization, intellect and motivation could be taken
for granted—the differences among the participants being insignifi-
cant to the outcome. In reality, differences in intellect and motiva-
tion are gigantic factors, their importance growing with the
complexity of the battlefield and the diversity of background and
values which new soldiers—enlisted and commissioned—bring
with them into the services.

Arguments in support of the absolute essentiality for some
minimuin level of skill (a combination of aptitude or intellect plus
training) and a high motivation to perform with excellence toward
achieving the unit mission need to be available and ready for use.
For in the next decade we will see a public debate on the necd for
soldier quality whose outcome will set the limits of combat power
and of deterrent power of our military formations for years to
come. As our pool of eligible manpower diminishes amid an inter-
national environment which calls for more, not for less, active and
reserve personnel, the issue of soldier quality will move to the
forefront.

Significant contributions to behavioral science scem to be
self-evident once somebody else has explained them clearly. Al-
though other presentations have addressed the issues of leader and
follower competence and motivation, Jon Blades has derived a set
of rules which will make good sense to our experienced soldiers.
This book is not a comprehensive tour across the fields of contem-
porary theory. Rather, it is an explanation of how several impor-
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tant factors affect unit performance. The author’s intention is to
provide common sense “rules” for practical application by unit
leaders. Depending on one’s background and expectations, the
brief statistical excursions and the personal anecdotes and exam-
ples could be either comforting or not. Taken, however, in con-
text, these elements make sense and provide a particular vitality to
the “rules” which are the outcome. The material presented has
enormous potential for explaining some heretofore neglected or
unresolved gaps between experienced intuition and theoretical
prediction.

This text, valuable to the junior leader and the researcher
alike, should prompt discussions among practitioners of the art of
leadership. After recognizing in the examples, rules, and outcomes
the powerful synergistic effects of a combination of high leader
and follower motivation and ability, we must recognize that the
next crucial step must be some convenient method of measuring
these components so that the leader can apply the correct ap-
proach. And, regularly, someone is going to have to measure the
leader’'s motivation and ability. The fact that some
percentage—even if small—of our leaders have low ability or mo-
tivation or both speaks loudly about our assessment and screening
mechanisms. Understanding, then, the imperfection of our predict-
ive or screening abilities combined with the impact of differing
levels of ability and motivation, we need to develop practical
methods for unobtrusively measuring these qualities in the field.

Jon Blades’ discussion also raises useful issues regarding “co-
hesion,” that marvelous word that too often connotes the ultimate
objective instead of the powerful intermediate step which it is. As
the book points out, cohesion alone is not enough. Cohesion alone
won't guarantee success. As an aside, we might also notice that
the crucial interpersonal bonds and shared experiences which are
the elements of cohesive groups are by definition only possible
within small formations. Probably company level is the maximum
size. Talk of “cohesive brigades” is essentially nonsensical, al-
though brigades could surely be comprised of company and
platoon-sized units which are highly cohesive.
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The discussion of standard setting and standard enforcing is
clearly relevant to any presentation on effective unit leadership.
The “standards™ discourse in this book is worthy of a much
lengthier treatment in some other related study. The problem is to
determine which standards are the critical lynchpins between
leadership and unit effectiveness. The rigid enforcement of mean-
ingless or trivial “standards” is the hallmark of a disjointed organi-
zation. Sloppy standard setting, measuring, and enforcing can
compromise the leader’s reputation for skill, decrease follower mo-
tivation, and negate the great potential of follower intelligence.
Our service schools have not done well in discussing standard set-
ting, as they have not done well in teaching a coherent, functional
method of measuring efficiency or effectiveness in field units.

After reading Jon Blades’ work, a practicing leader must feel
both helped and challenged. While these rules are utilitarian, they
are, owing to the interactive nature of leadership, necessarily
somewhat complex. The disconcerting fact is that the variables are
not only difficult to measure quickly and accurately (motivation
being a good example), but that the modification of one variable in
the equation might likely effect the other variables as well as the
outcome directly. As the leader or members improve their skills,
for example, the appropriate style for the leader to use might be
changed in the process. Thus the application of these rules to ac-
tual settings is by no means a simple task. Leadership is clearly as
much an art as a science. Recognizing this, Jon Blades’ derived
rules should assist measurably by providing a solid basis and ra-
tionale for the “gut feel.” But our work is far from over. And the
ultimate stakes in this business remain enormously high.
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1
An Overview:

Rules for Leadership

Although the study and practice of leadership are centuries old
and, certainly, every generation has had a good number of cxcel-
lent scholars and leaders, a single, widely accepted “theory of
Icadership™ still does not exist. Among both :.cademic theorists and
military leaders, the two groups that produce the great majority of
work and thought in this field, there continues to be little consen-
sus about what factors cause group performance to be better or
worse. Perhaps the only point upon which these people agree is
that leadership plays a critical role in how well an organization
performs. Whether we are talking about military commanders,
elected officials, or business executives, good leaders arc thought
to cause more successful organizations and outcomes, while poor
leaders are thought to produce less successful results.

Background

During the past 35-40 years, theorists, primarily academi-
cians, have done a great deal of work on research studies and lcad-
ership models. Although the research studies are a valuable source
of ideas and supporting evidence for developing leadership theory,
a reader notices two distinct problems when reviewing this work.
First, the research contains several studics, some donc by well-
recognized authors, whose findings clearly go against what one in-
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tuitively feels is correct or has experienced while in a leadership
position. For example, several studies report that group member
intelligence appears to influence unit performance very little. Yet,
which of us, when given the choice between having bright people
or relatively slow people work for us, would not instantly opt for
the bright people? Our intuition and experience tell us that the
bright people, all other things being equal, will do a better job.
Second, for each of the leadership factors this book discusses, the
research contains several studies in which findings disagree consid-
crably. For example, although several studies indicate that group
member intelligence influences unit pcrformance very little, other
studies report that member intelligence influences performance a
great deal. Therefore, although evidence can usually be found to
support a particular thought or concept about leadership. it can
usually also be found to support the opposite view. It follows,
then, that a very thorough review of the research literature does not
lead one to a set of inescapable conclusions or rules regarding
those actions a leader ought to take in order to be successful. In
other words, whether one is attempting to develop leadership
theory which will pass the test of “real-world” use or is just trying
to figure out how to do a better job in his present leadership posi-
tion, he must reject a certain amount of the published research
findings. He obviously cannot follow two sets of recommended ac-
tions when they tell him to do opposite things.

Academic theorists have also produced a considerable number
of leadership “models.” The value of a model lies in its ability to
accurately tell leaders what they should do in order to achieve
good unit performance. For example, if a model says that lcaders
should take a particular action and we find, when observing “real-
world” units, that leaders who take this action are successful and
those who fail to take this action are unsuccessful, the model is
very useful. But when we find that several leaders who take the
recommended action are unsuccessful or that several leaders who
fail to take this action are successful, then the model is obviously
wrong and of little value. It follows, then, that the best measure of
a model’s value is its ability to predict group performance. In other
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words, a model is useful only when there is a strong positive rela-
tionship or correlation between its recommended actions and unit
performance. When this correlation is low, the model has little
value.

A leadership model needs two qualities to predict group per-
formance accurately. First, the model must necessarily include the
great majority, preferably all, of the factors which have a signifi-
cant influence on the outcome. For example, were I to design a
leadership model without including leadership style, member abil-
ity, and member motivation, three factors which most people feel
have strong effects on performance, the value of that model would,
most certainly, be low. The problem would be, simply, that my
predictions regarding the rise or fall of group performance would
not take into account the considerable influence of these three fac-
tors. Surely, any predictions based upon a model which fails to in-
clude essential components will have a great deal of inaccuracy.
Second, each of the model’s stated cause and effect relationships,
which point out the influence the various included factors have on
group performance, must necessarily be correct. In other words,
even if my model takes into account all of the essential factors, if
my statements or contentions are wrong about the effect each fac-
tor has on performance and each of the other factors, the model
will obviously be incorrect and have no predictive value. For ex-
ample, if my model says that leaders will improve unit perform-
ance by using a nondirective leadership style whenever they have
subordinates of low ability, the model will not be of much use be-
cause, as most people agree, the leader who allows incompetent
subordinates to perform the task as they see fit is courting disaster.
In brief summary, a model which predicts accurately must include
most of the factors which significantly influence the outcome and
properly describe the cause and effect relationships between the in-
cluded factors and group performance.

None of the half-dozen leadership models appearing most fre-
quently in current textbooks has achieved wide acceptance be-
cause, primarily, they do not predict performance very well. This
simply means that when one collects data from “real-world”
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groups and analyzes it, cne finds a considerable number of units in
which things do not turn out the way the models predict they will.
The principal reason these models do not predict very well is that
cach of them fails to include a number of factors which both re-
scarch findings and leadership experience indicate have a signifi-
cant effect on group performance. For example, the “Contingency
Model™ does not consider the extent to which the leader is direc-
tive or nondirective, the level of the leader’s intelligence or ability.
or the amount of leader or member motivation. The “Situational
Leadership Model™ does not include the leader’s intelligence or
ability, lcader motivation, or unit cohesion. Further, neither of
these two models accounts for the degree to which the leader en-
forces performance standards. In summary, nonc of the published
leadership models have achieved much success because each of
them has failed to include several factors which significantly affect
group performance. This failure lowers the models”™ predictive
ability and. hence. their practical value.

Within the military services, the development of leadership
instruction and theory has fared little better. In the precommission-
ing. junior, and intermediate-level service schools. an observer
finds relatively few curriculum hours devoted to the subject, little
theoretical substance in the lessons, and a great deal of difference
in the content of instruction at the different schools. Lectures,
rather than presenting a broad overview of how the important
leader and group member factors influence unit performance. too
often deal with discussions of what a leader should do in one of
the countless number of specific, isolated situations that could ex-
ist. It would be far better to tecach a set of principles one could ap-
ply in any situation than to teach in the present manner. In those
schools which do present a certain amount of instruction on leader-
ship theory, the material in almost every case involves a descrip-
tion of one of the academic models discussed carlier.

On another note, when interviewing several commanders at bat-
talion, brigade, and higher levels, one gets very different re-
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sponses concerning the leadership factors these people consider
important. Certainly, most commanders mention some factors such
as cohesion and motivation. But, on the whole, they offer many
different views on how much empnasis they place on each of the
important leadership factors and how a leader should go about im-
proving things such as unit cohesion and motivation. These differ-
ences of opinion usually depend upon differences in experience,
rather than upon any theoretical basis. Obviously, then, these dif-
ferent commanders give their subordinate leaders a considerable
variety of guidance and instruction about how to improve unit per-
formance. Unfortunately, there are many different types of groups
and situations in which these subordinate leaders can find them-
selves and, as this book will show, what works well for someone
in one particular situation may work rather poorly in another.

Purpose

This book presents an orniginal set of leadership rules to im-
prove unit performance at all organizational levels. The work is
designed to fill the considerable gap between the very position-
specific, recipe-type lists of “‘things you should do or not do in this
particular job” approach and the “General Patton-type™ speech ap-
proach that provides a lot of inspiration to excel, but very few spe-
cifics as to what one ought to do. In essence, then, this book
presents a set of principles or rules that a leader can apply in any
situation to improve his group’s performance. This work is also in-
tended to serve academic theorists by presenting findings which
considerably reduce the great deal of conflict in the research litera-
ture and among several of the published theories. — =

Although I would be uncomfortable with presenting concepts
which may prove to be controversial without using the scientific
method and including some data as support, it is equally important
to me that I do not grossly encumber the field leader, who is inter-
ested in practical, common sense ideas, with analyses of variance
and academic phrases. Toward that end, I chose to use a rather
plain, conversational writing style in order to convey my concepts

MONE l\\
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clearly and to make the book “readable” by the relatively young
and inexperienced leader. So as not to ignore the academics’
nceds, the 10 rules are supported by data gathered from 49 actual
Army units and some statistical analyses are presented to support
each of my contentions.

Concepts

Unlike the typical leadership model, which only tells the
leader that his style ought to be “task-oriented,” “relatiGiiship-
oriented,” “directive,” or “nondirective” based upon the presence
or absence of two or three particular group factors, this set of 10
rules collectively explains how nondirective leadership, directive
leadership, leader enforcement of performance standards, member
intelligence, member ability, leader intelligence, leader ability,
member motivation, leader motivation, and group cohesivn indi-
vidually influence group performance. Basically, the evidence very
clearly establishes that the nondirective and directive leadership
styles are each very effective in certain situations and are poor
choices to use in others; high levels of eniorcement of performance
standards, intelligence, ability, motivation, and cohesion will in-
crease unit performance in some situations but will not influence
the outcome in others; and low levels of the factors just mentioned
will decrease unit performance in certain situations but will not af-
fect the outcome in others. In other words, the effect each of these
factors has on verfurmance is not constant but, rather, varies from
situation to situation.

The key premise is that the amount of influence each of these
factors has on performance depends upon the presence or absence
of certain other factors. For example, Rule 5 shows that the influ-
ence the group members’ ability or job skill has on unit perform-
ance depends upon the leader’s style and the level of group
mv. er motivation. Certainly, if the leader uses a directive style
in which he fails to include his subordinates in the job planning
and tells them exactly what to do and how to do it, group member
ability will have very little effect on the outcome. On the other
hand, when the leadcr is nondirective and pretty much leaves the
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decisions involving task accomplishment up to the group mem-
bers, their ability should have a fairly strong influence on perform-
ance. Of course, using the nondirective style doe: not by itself
assure good performance. When one’s subordinates are talented,
allowing them to make their own decisions will result in good per-
formance. However, if one is nondirective with rather incompetent
group members, performance will be poor. Similarly, if one’s sub-
ordinates have low motivation to perform the task, it matters very
little if they have high ability or not. Performance will be poor in
either case and, thus, unaffected by the members’ actual level of
ability. But when one’s subordinates have high motivation, per-
formance will reflect their talent. This does not mean that high mo-
tivation will guarantee a good outcome. Granted, when the
members are talented. performance will obviously be good. A
great effort by people who don’t know what they are doing, how-
ever, just won't do very much to improve the end result.

Two key points must be understood from the example in the
last paragraph. First, a nondirective leadership style and high
member motivation enable group member ability to influence per-
formance. Without the nondirective style or with low member en-
thusiasm for the task, member ability has little effect on the
outcome. Second, the presence of the nondirective style and high
member motivation do not by themselves assure good perform-
ance. When the members are talented, performance will be good.
When they are not talented, performance will be poor. This
concept—the influence that leadership style; enforcement of per-
formance standards; member and leader intelligence, ability, and
motivation; and group cohesion each have on unit performance de-
pends upon the presence or absence of certain other factors—is
used in all 10 of the rules and is the reason why the rules achieved
such good results when tested on the sample of 49 Army units.

The format of the book is to present each of the 10 rules as a
scparate entity. In each case, | develop the rationale, state the rule,
present the statistical evidence, and summarize the findings. The
next four chapters discuss, in order, the leader actions of style and
enforcement of performance standards (Rules 1-3), the group
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skills of member and leader intelligence and ability (Rules 4-7),
group incentive or member and leader motivation (Rules 8 and 9),
and group bonding or unit cohesion (Rule 10). In addition to this
principal work of the book, separate sections are also included
which describe actions that leaders can take in order to raise the
level of several important group qualities such as motivation, abil-
ity, and cohesion. The summary chapter integrates the separate
rules and presents recommended courses of action for the leader to
take in order to use the rules properly in whatever particular group
situation is encountered. The ability of these rules to improve unit
performance in any situation is, of course, their real value.

Methodology

A. Subjects. The data used to test the 10 rules were collected
from 49 groups of enlisted men who operated company and
battalion-sized Army mess halls at Fort Ord, California. Each
group was led by a mess steward (senior noncommissioned officer)
and manned by several cooks (lower ranking soldiers). The
amount of experience of the mess stewards ranged from 6 to 26
years, while the experience of the cooks ranged from a few months
to 24 years. Each of the participants was permanently assigned to
work in one particular mess hall while at Fort Ord. Virtually all of
the men participated matter of factly, after being assured that their
responses were confidential.

The reason I chose Army mess halls as the subjects of this
study is that I felt I would be able to obtain a considerably more
objective and accurate measure of unit performance from this type
of group than from any other type of unit. The most important and
difficult task in conducting a field study like this is to obtain an ac-
curate measure of group performance. For most types of military
units, it is very hard to measure objectively how good a unit really
is at doing its overall job in comparison with similar type units.
How does one reliably measure how “good™ an infantry platoon,
tank company, or basic training battalion “really” is? Typically,
when one asks three or four raters, normally, experienced officers
assigned at a higher organizational level, to evaluate independently
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the overall quality of several units, they disagree considerably as
to the relative order of merit of the units. Some evaluators rate
units based on their opinions of the unit leader’s capability, some
evaluators rate units based upon how well the unit has scored in
the past on several statistical measures, and some evaluators rate
based upon how well the unit performed on its most recent field
training test.

The problem with conducting a study of units whose perform-
ance cannot be accurately measured is obvious. If one does not
know how good a unit really is, it is impossible to determine what
effect a particular leadership style or a certain level of ability or
motivation has on unit performance. This brings us back to the
choice of using mess halls as subjects. First, although dining facili-
tics have a different and less “glamorous’™ mission than do infantry
platoons or tank companies, they are certainly still *‘real-world”
groups in every sense of the word, and findings based upon a study
of this type of unit are applicable to other types of groups as will
be shown later. Second, and more important, 1 felt that because
each mess hall was normally inspected by both brigade and post
food service officers on a weekly basis and each inspection was
conducted using a written rating form with 12 specific items that
were each evaluated on a seven-point scale, the ratings would be
considerably more objective than with other types of units, and
there would be fairly good agreement among the raters. This
proved to be the case. The reliability or agreement between the rat-
ings of the brigade wnd post food service office evaluators was
measured to be +.76 or 76 percent, which is, academically, very
acceptable for this type of study.

B. Tests and Questionnaires.

. Behavior Descriptions. In order to determine each mess stew-
ard’s leadership style, the degree to which he enforced per-
formance standards, and thc motivation of both the mess
steward and the cooks, each subject was asked to complete a
questionnaire. Each question used a seven-point rating scale.
The score for each leader or group of members on each of the
four behaviors of interest was the average of the individual
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scores of the members of that group. The following questions
were used to measure the specific behaviors of concern to this
study:

a. Leader Directiveness: *The mess steward decides what
shall be done and how it shall be done.”

b. Leader Enforcement of Performance Standards: “The
mess steward maintains definite standards of
performance.”

c. Leader Motivation: *How hard does the mess steward try
to work and do as good a job as possible?”

d. Member Motivation: “*How hard do you try to work and do
as good a job as possible?”

Group Member and Leader Intelligence Scores. Each subject
was asked to complete a 42-item version of the Henman-
Nelson Mental Ability Test, a multiple choice instrument con-
taining both verbal and math items. This test has been shown
to be a valid measure of intelligence (Buros, 1965) and the
42-item version used in this study had a split-half reliability of
+ .98 for verbal items and +.76 for math items. Each group’s
member intelligence score was the average of the individual
scores of the cooks within that group, while each group’s
leader intelligence score was the score of the mess steward of
that group.

Group Member and Leader Ability Scores. Each subject also
completed an ability or job skill measure, a 50-item test con-
taining both multiple choice and short answer items. The ques-
tions were selected from existing tests administered annually to
Army mess hall personnel to measure their job proficiency.
The split-half reliability of the test was +.72. Each group’s
member ability score was the average of the individual test
scores of the cooks within that group, while each group’s
leader ability score was the test score of the mess steward of
that group.
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Group Cohesion Scores. Each mess steward and cook also
completed a 10-question measure describing the atmosphere of
his work group. Typical questions asked whether the group
was “friendly-unfriendly.” “quarrelsome-harmonious.” and
“efficient-inefficient.” This measure has been used extensively
in other research (Fiedler, 1967) to determine the level of
leader-member relations. In this study, cach group’s cohesion
score was determined by combining the mess steward’s score
with the average score of the cooks.

¢
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Leader Actions:

Style and Enforcement of
Performance Standards

A thorough review of the research work done in the leadership
ficld indicates rather clearly that if one had to identify the most im-
portant of all the factors which have a significant influence on unit
performance, the consensus of opinion would be that leadership
style is the most critical element. This is not to say that the differ-
ent researchers and authors agree upon which leadership style
should be used in any particular situation, or even upon which
leader actions or behaviors should be included in the definition of
leadership style. Rather, this simply means these theorists agree
that the leader’s choice of style is the strongest influencing factor
on the amount of success that the group achieves. Examples which
support this point include the “Contingency Model,” the “*Manage-
rial Grid,” and the “*Situational Leadership Model™ or “Life-Cycle
Theory of Leadership.”™ In each of these well-known models, the
basic premise is that the success of the group depends, in large
measure, upon whether or not the leader uses the style that particu-
lar model defines as appropriate for his group situation.

Leadership Style

Without getting into a long discussion concerning the several
definitions of style available in the research, I consider leadership

13
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style to be the degree a leader tends to be directive or nondirective
toward his subordinates. The directive leader keeps most of the
decisionmaking and unit control processes to himself; the
nondirective, participative leader involves his subordinates in
decisionmaking and planning functions and delegates considerable
authority to them.

During the last three decades, an increasing emphasis has
been placed on the participative leadership approach, both in
theory and everyday practice. In particular, In Search of Excel-
lence (1982), Management By Objectives (1954), and work on
Situational Leadership in one way or another cach stress the desir-
ability of using the nondirective leadership style, at least in certain
group situations. A number of research studies support this notion.
For example, Coch and French's (1948) well-known study of fac-
tory workers found that subordinates who had a say in how things
were to be done produced far better results than did workers who
had no say. In all of these writings, the authors advocate using the
nondirective leadership style because it takes advantage of group
member knowledge, tends to motivate the group members, and en-
sures that members clearly understand how to do the task.

But other studies and examp!les suggest that the directive style
is cither just as effective as the participative approach or is, in
some cases, even more effective. For example, Stogdill, in his
Handbook of Leadership (1974) writes, “group productivity does
not vary consistently with directive or participative styles.” In sup-
port of the directive style side of the argument, it certainly makes
sense that one would not want to be a nondirective, participative
leader if his subordinates were relatively unskilled or did not know
very much about the task at hand. The drill sergeant does not ask
the advice of soldiers in basic training about how they should be
trained nor does the pilot seek the opinions of his crew as to how
best he should fly the plane. In both cases, the group members
simply do not have the knowledge necessary to make suggestions
of much value.

Thus, on the one hand, evidence indicates that participative
leadership is the best approach, while on the other, the directive
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style seems to be the most effective. I believe the key needed to
resolve this argument and determine what influence leadership
style actually has on performance lies in my fundamental concept
that the influence a principal factor has on performance depends
upon the presence or absence of certain other factors. In the case
of leadership style, the evidence suggests that member ability,
member motivation, and leader ability are the relevant other fac-
tors. Ability, of course, refers to a person’s job skills and knowl-
edge of the task at hand.

At this point, I need to explain how the discussion of the ef-
fect of leadership style on group performance will be organized.
The relationship between style and performance is somewhat more
complex than are the other relationships addressed in this book and
must be viewed from the separate perspectives of member ability
and leader ability. Under the nondirective leadership style, which
relies considerably on subordinates’ skills, member ability should
certainly have a stronger effect on performance than it would under
the directive style, which prevents much member participation. In
other words, when the members have a major role in deciding how
the task will be done, performance depends much more on their
abilities than if they had no say. Under the directive style, which
relies considerably on leader skills, leader ability should have a
stronger effect on performance than it would under the
nondirective style. in which the leader contributes little to the out-
come. When the leader uses his own expertise to decide how to do
the task, performance depends much more on his abilities than if
he lets the members decide how to do the task on their own. Fig- .
ure | illustrates these relationships.

In Figure | the horizontal axis measures the effect ability has
on performance, while the vertical axis measures the leaders’s
style. The two diagonal axes represent member and lcader ability.
Thus, when the leader’s style is very nondirective (A). member
ability has a strong effect on performance and leader ability has lit-
tle effect on the outcome. But when the leader’s style is very direc-
tive (B), member ability has little effect on performance and leader
ability has a strong effect on the outcome. Further, when the
leader’s style is about equally nondirective and directive (C),
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Figure 1. How Differences in Leadership Stvle Affect the Influence of
Member and Leader Abilitv on Performance

member and leader ability each have a medium amount of influ-
ence on performance. The next few pages clearly show that the
nondirective and directive leadership styles are not competing to
see which one is “correct.” Rather, the supporting evidence indi-
cates that each style is effective in different situations and the two
styles work in a complementary, rather than conflicting, manner.
The section summary explains the combined effect.

Perhaps the clearest way to discuss the cffect of leadership
style on performance is to explain it within the context of an actual
example. While this example is that of a battalion commander
leading subordinate companies, the principles arc the same regard-
less of the organizational level. The basic training battalion to
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which I was assigned had four companies: Alpha, Bravo, Charlie,
and Delta. Because this example describes a setting and events
which actually happened and which could, therefore, be potentially
embarrassing to real people, 1 have changed both the names and
the relative order of the companies. Thus, with the names that |
use, Echo, Foxtrot, Golf, and Hotel, Echo is a company other than
the real Alpha. During my first 30 days in the unit, I spent a great
deal of time observing day-to-day training and the abilities and
motivation of the unit officers and noncommissioned officers.
While I had not previously been assigned to a unit with this partic-
ular mission, I felt | knew, reasonably well, how to train initial en-
try soldiers because prior to my assumption of command, I had
spent a great deal of time talking to incumbent commanders,
studying, observing training, and attending the Pre-Command
Course for new battalion commanders. After one month, my eval-
vation of my subordinate leaders was (a) Foxtrot and Hotel both
were high in ability and high in motivation, (b) Echo was high in
ability but low in motivation, and (c) Golf was high in motivation
but low in ability. With this as the setting, let us discuss the effect
of leadership style on performance from the perspective of member
ability, remembering that in this example | am the leader and the
company commanders and their drill sergeants are the members of

my group.

From the Perspective of Member Ability. Member ability
should have a fairly strong effect on group performance under
nondirective leadership because this style relies considerably on
the members’ talents. On the other hand, under directive leader-
ship, member ability should have little effect on the outcome
because this style relies on leader skills rather than on those of the
members. It follows that if the company commanders and their
drill sergeants (the cadre) of a basic training battalion have both
the technical knowledge and teaching skills necessary to train the
new soldiers well in rifle marksmanship, physical readiness, drill
and ceremonies, and the other required skills, nondirective leader-
ship would be a good choice to use. This style assures that the ca-
dre’s high ability plays a major role in soldier training and, hence,
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causes good performance. But when the cadre does not have the
skills necessary to do a good job training the new soldiers, it obvi-
ously would be a mistake for the leader to use the nondirective
style. In this case, the limited talents of the cadre would have a
strong influence on soldier training and unit performance would be
poor. Thus, high member ability will cause the nondirective style
to be effective and low member ability will cause the nondirective
style to be ineffective. Further, the effectiveness of the directive
style is not related to the level of member ability because this style
prevents the members’ talents from having much influence on the
outcome.

Member motivation to accomplish the task should also affect
the amount of influence leadership style has on performance.
Given the company commanders and drill sergeants are competent
to train the new soldiers and the battalion commander uses the
nondirective style, surely the amount of effort the cadre is willing
to put forth will affect the outcome. With talented cadre members
who try hard, performance should be good. However, if the cadre
merely “goes through the motions™ of working and does not ex-
pend erough effort to do the job right, how can the nondirective
style be effective? It is no more useful in terms of performance to
have talented subordinates who will not make a decent effort than
it is to have untalented members. With either group, performance
is going to be poor.

I am suggesting, first, that when the leader has competent and
motivated subordinates, the nondirective, participative style will
produce goed unit performance. This style takes advantage of high
member ability and motivation by including the members in
planning and decisionmaking functions and by delegating consid-
erable authority to them. Thus, in the basic training battalion, it
would appear that nondirective leadership is a good choice to use
with Foxtrot and Hotel. The considerable talents and enthusiasm of
these companies will assure that the new soldiers of these two units
are trained well. Second, when one’s subordinates have little talent
or are poorly motivated, the nondirective leadership style will pro-
duce poor unit performance. It just doesn’t make good sense to al-
low the members to have a strong influence on group performance
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when they don’t know what they are doing or don’t care enough to
do a good job. At this point, then, it appears that I certainly do not
want to be nondirective with Golf, which has low ability, or Echo,
which has low motivation, because this style will guarantee that
the new soldiers of these two companies receive poor training.
Finally, the effectiveness of the directive leadership style has little
to do with member ability because this style relies on the leader’s
talents and prevents member abilities from having much effect on
performance. Therefore, the directive style may prove to be a good
alternative for leading Golf and Echo.

Rule 1: When the members have high ability and high motivation
10 accomplish the task, the nondirective leadership stvle will pro-
duce above-average group performance. When the members have
low ability or low motivation, the nondirective leadership style will
produce below-average group performance. The effectiveness of
the directive leadership style is not related to member ability.

It is important to understand how to read the tables because
they offer clear evidence that the 10 rules presented in this book
did, in fact, hold true when tested on 49 Army units. Although I
would have preferred to present correlational evidence in all 10 ta-
bles, I was only able to do so for the last 8 tables. For Tables 1|
and 2, a comparison of average group performance scores was the
best available method of analysis. In studies such as this, one re-
ally ought to have a minimum of 9 or 10 groups in each category
(for example, the category of high member ability/high member
motivation) in order to calculate meaningful correlations.
Achieving this number of groups was no problem for the last eight
tables. However, for Tables 1 and 2, the sample of 49 Army units
had to be categorized or divided by three factors instead of only
the two factors needed for Tables 3—10. For example, in Table 1, |
had to group units according to the leader’s style, member ability,
and member motivation. As expected, this resulted in having only
six groups in the nondirective-led/high member ability/high mem-
ber motivation category. Thus, for the first two tables, meaningful
correlations could not be calculated and the best analysis method
was to compare average group performance scores.
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The test of Rule 1 was conducted in the following manner.
First, the entire sample of 49 Army units was categorized based
upon the levels of leader directiveness, member ability, and mem-
be' motivation. The score used to categorize the groups as high or
low on each factor was the middle score for all 49 groups. In other
words, groups scoring above the average on a particular factor
were rated as high on that factor, while groups scoring below the
average were rated as low. Groups with the exact middle score
were not included. Second, using only the groups with
nondirective leaders, I distributed each group to one of the two
categories of Table 1, based upon its levels of member ability and
motivation. In each of these two categories, I then calculated the
average performance score, represented by the symbol &, for the
groups which fell into that category. I then determined where that
average score fell on the range of all 24 nondirective-led group
performance scores. This is represented by the symbol %.

The findings in Category 1 of Table 1 show that, as predicted,
nondirective leadership produces above-average group perform-
ance when the members have high ability and high motivation.
The average performance score of the 6 groups in this category
was in the top 29 percent of all 24 nondirective-led groups. Also,
as shown in Category 2, with members of low ability or poor mo-
tivation, nondirective leadership produces below-average group
performance. The average performance score for the 18 groups
with these types of members was in the bottom 42 percent of al' 24
nondirective-led groups. Clearly, there is little doubt that the
nondirective style was much more effective with competent, enthu-
siastic members than it was with less-talented, poorly motivated
subordinates.

In summary of Rule 1, there are thrce kev points to remem-
ber. First, if one has talented and enthusiastic group members, the
nondirective leadership stvle will produce good group perform-
ance. This stvle is effective because the nondirective leader takes
advantage of his subordinates’ considerable knowledge and enthu-
siasm by allowing them a major role in the planning and
decisionmaking functions and by delegating authority to them. Sec-
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ond, if the members have little ability or poor motivation,
nondirective leadership will produce poor group performance. Al-
lowing subordinates to have a major role in the task when they
have limited talents or aren’t willing to put forth much effort is,
obviously, unwise. Third, the effectiveness of the directive leader-
ship stvle is not related to the level of member ability.

From the Perspective of Leader Ability. Clcarly, leader
ability is capable of influencing unit performance. It is a widely
accepted practice in both military and civilian organizations to se-
lect the most competent people for responsible leadership positions
in the belief that a group led by a talented leader will achieve more
than will a group led by a less-talented leader. The leader’s skills
influence performance in a different manner than does his subordi-
nates’ ability. In the basic training battalion, while the cadre mem-
bers’ ability causes unit performance to be better or worse
depending upon how well the cadre trains the new soldiers, the
battalion commander’s ability affects performance through his role
as the adviser and trainer of the cadre members. It is the com-
mander’s job, by using his knowledge and experience. to give his
cadre members better ideas, methods, and techniques to use in
training new soldiers. Of course, the leader may or may not feel
confident enough to do this. It follows, then, that when the leader
is nondirective and fails to contribute his guidance to his subordi-
nates, unit performance will not be influenced by the leader’s abil-
ity. However, when the leader is directive and gives his advice to
the cadre, performance will be considerably influenced by the
quality of his suggestions. The talented leader, whose good ideas
improve his subordinates’ skills, will cause good performa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>